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Abstract

Liou-Steffen splitting (AUSM) schemes are popular for low Mach number simulations, however, like many
numerical schemes for compressible flow they require careful modification to accurately resolve convec-
tive features in this regime. Previous analyses of these schemes usually focus only on a single discrete
scheme at the convective limit, only considering flow with acoustic effects empirically, if at all. In our
recent paper Hope-Collins & di Mare, 2023 we derived constraints on the artificial diffusion scaling of
low Mach number schemes for flows both with and without acoustic effects, and applied this analysis to
Roe-type finite-volume schemes. In this paper we form approximate diffusion matrices for the Liou-Steffen
splitting, as well as the closely related Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings. We use the constraints
found in Hope-Collins & di Mare, 2023 to derive and analyse the required scaling of each splitting at low
Mach number. By transforming the diffusion matrices to the entropy variables we can identify erroneous
diffusion terms compared to the ideal form used in Hope-Collins & di Mare, 2023. These terms vanish
asymptotically for the Liou-Steffen splitting, but result in spurious entropy generation for the Zha-Bilgen
and Toro-Vasquez splittings unless a particular form of the interface pressure is used. Numerical examples
for acoustic and convective flow verify the results of the analysis, and show the importance of considering
the resolution of the entropy field when assessing schemes of this type.
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Highlights:

• Formulation of approximate diffusion matrices for convection-pressure flux splittings

• Identification of required asymptotic scaling of diffusion coefficients

• Considers both convective and acoustic flow features

• Resolution of the entropy field is particularly sensitive to the choice of splitting

• Numerical results show excellent agreement with analysis
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Introduction

Low Mach number flows occur in many applications of engineering and scientific interest, and the design
of numerical schemes that can accurately simulate these flows has been an active research area for several
decades [61, 18]. It is well-known that collocated density-based schemes for compressible flow may fail to
accurately resolve convective flow features at low Mach number due to the incorrect scaling of the artificial
diffusion terms in the asymptotic limit M → 0 [20, 60]. A great many schemes which overcome this failing
have been developed, including central-difference schemes [62, 61, 65] and flux-difference splitting schemes
[20, 19, 57, 46], as well as convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes [36, 32, 54] which are the focus
of the current work.

Convection-pressure flux-vector splittings separate the physical flux of the Euler equations into two
terms: one describing the transport of some set of convected quantities, and the other containing the
contribution of the pressure. This is in contrast with other flux-vector splitting methods where the flux
vector is split into a forward travelling wave and a backward travelling wave [55, 28]. A numerical flux
function can be constructed from a convection-pressure flux-vector splitting by finding suitable discreti-
sations for each term, and fluxes of this type are attractive for a number of reasons. Separating the flux
allows different modelling approaches to be used for each term, which is especially useful at low Mach
number where the velocity and pressure play increasingly distinct roles [42]. Splitting in this manner also
gives a balance of accuracy and computational efficiency: intermediate contact waves can be accurately
resolved unlike standard flux-vector splitting schemes, but the computational expense scales with the
size n of the system being solved instead of n2 for flux-difference splittings, which is especially useful for
multi-component flows [37, 33].

The most commonly used convection-pressure flux-vector splitting is the Liou-Steffen splitting, named
advection upstream splitting method (AUSM) in the original papers from Liou & Steffen 1993 and Liou
1996 [37, 33]. This splitting has been widely applied, including to low Mach number [32], hypersonic [25],
multicomponent and multiphase [43, 26] flows. The earliest low Mach number schemes were inspired by
the ideas of low Mach number preconditioning [14, 36, 13], which can be combined with flux-difference
splitting schemes to overcome the accuracy problem at low Mach number [60, 20]. Liou 2006 [32] inte-
grated these ideas into the AUSM+-up for all speeds scheme, which is still in widespread use today. Of the
more recent Liou-Steffen splitting schemes suitable for low Mach number, SLAU and its descendants are
particularly popular [54, 27, 25]. Two other convection-pressure flux-vector splittings are the Zha-Bilgen
[69] and Toro-Vasquez [59] splittings, which differ from the Liou-Steffen splitting only in the treatment
of the energy equation. The Zha-Bilgen splitting was derived by splitting the exact flux Jacobian into
convective and acoustic components in [49, 55]. Zha & Bilgen 1993 [69] developed a numerical scheme
for this splitting, and as such it is usually referred to by their names. The Toro-Vasquez splitting was
proposed by Toro & Vasquez 2012 [59] in the context of developing a general framework for the discretisa-
tion of convection-pressure flux-vector splittings. Over the last decade, the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez
splittings have gained some attention for low Mach number flow [45, 4, 22, 56, 31, 7], and it has been
shown that accurate schemes for this regime can be produced from these splittings. We cover more detail
on the literature for low Mach number schemes using convection-pressure flux-vector splittings in section 4.

In our previous paper “Artificial diffusion for convective and acoustic low Mach number flows I:
Analysis of the modified equations, and application to Roe-type schemes” [21] we analysed the form and
behaviour of artificial diffusion in numerical schemes at low Mach number. Three diffusion scalings
naturally arise - one for purely convective flow, one for purely acoustic flow, and one for flow with either
or both convective and acoustic features. Our approach used the modified equations, which make the
artificial diffusion terms of the discrete numerical scheme explicit in the continuous PDE and enable the
behaviour of these terms to be studied independently of the specific discretisation they arose from. The
modified equations have previously been used to study low Mach number numerical schemes in [60, 11]. By
applying this analysis to Roe-type schemes, we showed that many existing low Mach number schemes from
the literature adhere to one of the three diffusion scalings, and display the expected behaviour. While
the behaviours of these schemes have been shown and studied previously, this approach demonstrated
that many properties of low Mach number schemes can be predicted and understood using the continuous
equations, and that considering both convective and acoustic flow is necessary to provide a complete
picture of this behaviour.

In this paper, we apply this approach to investigate the behaviour of convection-pressure flux-vector
splitting schemes at low Mach number, specifically the Liou-Steffen, Zha-Bilgen, and Toro-Vasquez split-
tings. By forming explicit diffusion matrices for each splitting, we can clearly see the differences in the
forms of the diffusion, and by transforming to the entropy variables we can make direct comparison to the
results of [21]. Many previous studies of low Mach number numerical schemes have focused on Roe-type
schemes - as we did in [21] - and the findings are extended to convection-pressure flux-vector splitting
schemes by identifying the diffusion terms that these schemes have in common with the Roe-type schemes
[11, 48, 30]. While we also do this here, working in the entropy variables means that we can addition-

3



ally show the effect of the diffusion terms which are different between the convection-pressure flux-vector
splitting schemes and the Roe-type schemes. The particular form of these terms turns out to be crucial
to the success of these schemes at low Mach number.

The structure of the remainder of the paper is as follows. In section 1 we very briefly cover the
necessary background for the low Mach number limits of the Euler equations, and in section 2 we recap
some of the key findings of [21] which will be used later. Section 3 contains the main content of this study.
The approximate diffusion matrix for each splitting is shown in the conserved variables, then transformed
to the entropy variables. The form in the entropy variables is discussed, and the limiting form of the
modified equations for each splitting at both the convective and acoustic limits are found. In section 4
we look at a number of existing schemes from the literature, compare them to the generic forms used in
section 3, and identify which of the three diffusion scalings they use. The results of several numerical
examples are shown in section 5 and display excellent agreement with the analysis of section 3 for all
three splittings for both convective and acoustic flow.

1 Low Mach number limits of the Euler equations

Here we give a brief recap of the necessary background for the low Mach number asymptotic limits of the
Euler equations. More details are given in [42, 11, 21]. We use the non-dimensionalisation:

ρ =
ρ̃

ρ∞
, u =

ũ

u∞
, x =

x̃

L∞
, E =

Ẽ

p∞/ρ∞
, H =

H̃

p∞/ρ∞
, p =

p̃

p∞
, t =

t̃

L∞/u∞
(1)

where tildes indicate local dimensional quantities,∞ indicates reference dimensional quantities, and under-
lining indicates vector-valued quantities. E and H are the specific total energy and enthalpy respectively.
Using this non-dimensionalisation, the Euler equations in the entropy variables dw = (dp, du, dv, ds)T

where ds = dp− a2dρ are:
∂tp+ u ·∇p+ γp∇ · u = 0

ρ∂tu+M −2∇p+ ρu ·∇u = 0

∂ts+ u ·∇s = 0

(2)

where M =
√
γu∞
a∞

is the reference Mach number. Two single scale limits will be shown here for purely
convective and purely acoustic flow. A multiple time (space) scale, single space (time) scale limit which
contains both convective and acoustic flow features also exists, see [21] and [42, 3] for more detail. To
find the convective limit, all variables in (2) are expanded as power series of the Mach number:

ψ(x, t,M) = ψ(0)(x, t) +Mψ(1)(x, t) +M2ψ(2)(x, t) +O(M3) (3)

Grouping terms of equal order, we find the following relations for the pressure and velocity:

∇ p(0,1) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) +∇p(2) + ρu(0) ·∇u(0) = 0

dtp
(0,1) + γ(p∇ · u)(0,1) = 0

(4)

The pressure has only O(M2) spatial variations, and at steady-state the divergence of the zeroth and first
order velocities vanish, with the system (4) approaching the incompressible regime as M → 0. The same
relation is found for every order of the entropy equation:

∂ts
(n) + (u ·∇s)(n) = 0 (5)

The acoustic limit can be found by replacing the convective reference timescale L∞/u∞ with the
acoustic reference timescale L∞/a∞ in the non-dimensionalisation (1). The acoustic non-dimensional
time is then τ = a∞t̃/L∞ = t/M . Repeating the expansion with this timescale we find:

∇ p(0) = ∂τp
(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) +∇p(1) = 0

dτp
(1) + γp(0)∇ · u(0) = 0

(6)

The pressure now has O(M1) spatial variations, the zeroth order velocity divergence is non-zero, and the
system (6) approaches the equations for low Mach number acoustics. The leading order relation from the
entropy equation is

∂τs
(0) = 0 (7)

which shows that the (leading order) entropy does not vary on the acoustic timescale. The asymptotic
scaling of quantities at each of the two regimes are shown in table 1, and will be used later to find the
limit equations for different numerical schemes in each regime.
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Convective Acoustic

p p(0) ∼ O(M0)

u u(0) ∼ O(M0)

ρ ρ(0) ∼ O(M0)

∂xp ∂xp
(2) ∼ O(M2) ∂xp

(1) ∼ O(M )

∂xu ∂xu
(0) ∼ O(M0)

∂xv ∂xv
(0) ∼ O(M0)

∂xs ∂xs
(0) ∼ O(M0)

∂tp ∂tp
(0) ∼ O(M0) ∂τp

(1) ∼ O(M0)

∂tu ∂tu
(0) ∼ O(M0) ∂τu

(0) ∼ O(M −1)
∂tv ∂tv

(0) ∼ O(M0)

∂ts ∂ts
(0) ∼ O(M0)

Table 1: Low Mach number scaling of the various terms in equations (4), (6) for convective or acoustic
variations

2 Artificial diffusion for low Mach number schemes

In [21], the x-split form of the modified equations in the entropy variables was used to determine the
appropriate scaling of the artificial diffusion at low Mach number. Although convective and acoustic flow
features can only properly be distinguished with a truly multi-dimensional analysis [11, 1], many finite-
volume/difference schemes use a dimension splitting procedure, and many low Mach number behaviours
of these schemes can be demonstrated with the 1D-split equations - with the understanding that the final
scheme will be the sum over all dimensions. The modified equations make the artificial diffusion terms
which are inherent in many numerical schemes explicit in the continuous equations [67], which allows
analysis of the behaviour of these terms without restriction to a specific discrete form. The modified
equations in the symmetry variables were used in [60] to demonstrate the behaviour of the artificial
diffusion of the standard and preconditioned Roe scheme, and the modified equations of the barotropic
Euler equations were used in [11] to investigate the requirements for accurate schemes at the convective
limit. The entropy variables are useful at low Mach number because in the 1D-split form the vorticity
(transverse-velocity) and entropy equations are equivalent to scalar advection equations, which require
only the usual upwind diffusion using the convective velocity scale. This reduces the degrees of freedom we
need to consider to only those in the pressure and (normal-)velocity equations, which are the distinguishing
feature between the different low Mach number limits and schemes.

In the first part of this section, the form of the artificial diffusion in the entropy variables used in [21]
will be introduced, and the required scaling at each of the three low Mach number limits will be recalled
and briefly discussed. In the second part of the section, the form of the artificial diffusion transformed to
the conserved variables will be presented, which will be useful later for comparison with the diffusion of
the convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes.

2.1 Entropy variables form

The form of the modified equations in the non-dimensional entropy variables used in [21] to investigate
the behaviour of the artificial diffusion is:†

∂tp+ u∂xp+ γp∂xu = µu|u|∂xxp+M −2 γp
ρ|v|

µ11∂xxp± γpµ12∂xxu

ρ∂tu+M −2∂xp+ ρu∂xu = ρµu|u|∂xxu ±M −2µ21∂xxp+ ρ|v|µ22∂xxu

∂tv + u∂xv = µu|u|∂xxv
∂ts+ u∂xs = µu|u|∂xxs

(8)

The terms with the µu diffusion coefficient are the convective upwinding, so µu ∼ O(M0), and |v| is some
velocity scale. The diffusion terms with the µij , i, j = 1, 2 coefficients are elements of the artificial diffusion
Jacobian A. The form of the Jacobian elements used here was chosen because it simplifies the diffusion
coefficients once we transform to the conserved variables below. The precise form of µij , i, j = 1, 2 is
particular to each discrete scheme. The sign of the off-diagonal terms may be negative so long as the

†The form written here is equivalent to equation (14) with the diffusion coefficients from equation (41) in [21].
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Ac Aa Am(
A11 A12

A21 A22

)
O
(
M −2 M0

M −2 M0

)
O
(
M −1 M0

M −2 M −1

)
O
(
M −1 M0

M −2 M0

)
(
µ11 µ12
µ21 µ22

)
O
(
M0 M0

M0 M0

)
O
(
M M0

M0 M −1
)

O
(
M M0

M0 M0

)
Suitable for convective flow Yes No Yes1

Suitable for acoustic flow No Yes Yes2

Timestep limit O(M2) O(M1) O(M1)

Table 2: Details of the convective Ac, acoustic Aa, and mixed Am diffusion scalings. The mixed scheme is
susceptible to 1pressure chequerboard instabilities at the convective limit and 2velocity instabilities at the
acoustic limit.

diffusion Jacobian remains positive (semi-)definite. See [21] for a discussion of the requirements on the
form of the off-diagonal diffusion components.

In [21] the method of Turkel 1999 [60] was used to find the limiting forms of (8) for each of the
convective and acoustic limits by enforcing the variations in table 1. The Mach number scaling of the
coefficients µij was then chosen for each of the two limits such that the artificial diffusion terms had
the same Mach number scaling as the dominant physical terms on the left hand side. This ensures that
the artificial diffusion terms do not vanish asymptotically - which would result in loss of stability - nor
do they dominate asymptotically - which would result in loss of accuracy. The M −2 coefficients in A11

and A21 are included so that at the convective limit all µij are independent of the Mach number, as is
appropriate for the incompressible regime, while keeping the correct scaling for the full Jacobian elements
Aij . The convective and acoustic diffusion scalings were then combined into a mixed diffusion scaling
which is suitable for both convective and acoustic flow features. The scaling of the coefficients for the
convective (Ac), acoustic (Aa) and mixed (Am) diffusion Jacobians are shown in table 2. Each of these
three diffusion scalings has its own strengths and weaknesses. A brief description is given here, with more
detail given in [21] and references therein.

The convective diffusion scaling has a large O(M −2) pressure diffusion coefficient A11 to compensate
for the O(M2) scaling of ∂xp at the convective limit. This term prevents pressure chequer-board insta-
bilities, which result from the same pressure-velocity decoupling that occurs with collocated schemes for
incompressible flow. This increased pressure diffusion also damps out any acoustic features in the flow,
making the convective scheme unsuitable for the acoustic or mixed limits. The pressure diffusion also
increases the spectral radius of the diffusion matrix by a factor of O(M −1) compared to the physical flux
Jacobian and the other two diffusion matrix scalings. This means that an implicit time integration strat-
egy is required for time-accurate simulations, as the timestep restriction scale as ∆t ∼ O(M2) instead of
the usual ∆t ∼ O(M ) for stability of the explicit scheme.

The acoustic diffusion scaling has a smaller pressure diffusion coefficient, so can resolve acoustic flow
features. However, the velocity diffusion A22 is a factor of O(M −1) larger than for the convective scaling,
which destroys the accuracy for convective flow features and makes this scaling unsuitable for the con-
vective or mixed limits. Most schemes for compressible flow designed for higher Mach number regimes
approach this scaling at low Mach number, and hence are inaccurate at low Mach number unless at least
this term is modified.

The mixed scaling has neither the O(M −2) pressure diffusion of the convective diffusion nor the O(M −1)
velocity diffusion of the acoustic scaling. As such it does not overdamp acoustic nor convective flow features
and is accurate for the convective, acoustic, and mixed limits, although this flexibility does not come
without cost. The pressure diffusion vanishes asymptotically at the purely convective limit, meaning
that this scheme is susceptible to pressure chequerboard instabilities. The velocity diffusion vanishes
asymptotically at the purely acoustic limit, meaning that there is an undamped grid mode which can be
excited by non-linearities, initial or boundary conditions, poor mesh quality, and acoustic discontinuities
such as shockwaves.
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2.2 Conserved variables form

Transforming the modified equations in the non-dimensional entropy variables (8) to the dimensional

conserved variables, we can construct a numerical interface flux f̂ over a face with normal n:

f̂ = {f̃} − 1

2

[
µu|Ũ |

 ∆ρ̃

∆ρ̃ũ

∆ρ̃Ẽ

+ δŨ

 ρ̃

ρ̃ũ

ρ̃H̃

+ δp̃

0

n

Ũ

] = {f̃} − f̃
d

(9)

δŨ =
µ11

ρ̃|ṽ|
∆p̃+

Ũ

|Ũ |
µ12∆Ũ

δp̃ =
Ũ

|Ũ |
µ21∆p̃+ ρ̃|ṽ|µ22∆Ũ

(10)

Where {(·)} = 1
2 ((·)L + (·)R) and ∆(·) = (·)R − (·)L are the central average and the jump between the

left/right states of the interface and U = u · n is the interface-normal velocity. The first term {f̃} is the

central approximation to the physical flux, and the other terms are the artificial diffusion f̃
d
. The first

of these is the convective upwinding on the conserved variables. The interface velocity perturbation δŨ
comes from the diffusion on the pressure in the entropy variables, and the interface pressure perturbation
δp̃ comes from the diffusion on the velocity in the entropy variables. The switch Ũ/|Ũ | ensures that the
off-diagonal terms maintain a diffusive character. Matrix Rusanov fluxes such as the Roe scheme [47] can
be arranged in the form of (9) [38, 68] to compare existing Roe-type schemes at low Mach number to the
scalings in table 2, as was done in [30] and [21]. This form will be referred to as the Roe form for the rest
of the paper.

3 Convection-pressure flux-vector splittings at low Mach num-
ber

The form (9,10) is useful for analysing interface fluxes as it explicitly separates the non-diffusive cen-
tral component from the stabilising artificial diffusion components, however the artificial diffusion in
convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes is usually implicit in the formulation. In this section,
we construct approximate forms for three families of convection-pressure flux-vector splittings in the con-
served variables that explicitly separate the artificial diffusion terms, so that we can make comparison to
(9,10). We then transform the splittings to the entropy variables to make direct comparison to (8) and
the results of [21].

3.1 Conserved variables form of convection-pressure flux-vector splittings

Convection-pressure flux-vector splittings split the physical flux vector f into two components:

f = Uϕ+ P (11)

where U is the local convecting velocity, ϕ is some vector of convected quantities, and P is some vector
representing the pressure flux. The choice of ϕ and P specify the flux-splitting. For the three flux-
splittings considered in this paper, the pressure flux can be written as P = pΠ, where p is the local
pressure. A numerical interface flux can be constructed from the flux-splitting (11) with the form:

f̂ = U1/2ϕ+ P 1/2 (12)

where U1/2 is an interface velocity and P 1/2 is an interface pressure flux. We assume that the interface
velocity and pressure can be rearranged (possibly approximately) into the form:

U1/2 = {U} − δU, P 1/2 = {P} − δP (13)

where the interface velocity and pressure perturbations δU and δP are diffusion terms similar to those in
(10). The interface flux (12) can then be rearranged into a form that separates the central and diffusive
components by assuming U1/2 > 0 and ϕ is taken as the upwind value based on U1/2, as is usually the
case. Adding (URϕR − URϕR) to the right hand side, we obtain:

f̂ = {f} −
(UR

2
∆ϕ+ δUϕ

L
+ δP

)
(14)
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The terms in brackets are all artificial diffusion terms. Assuming smooth flow, the differences between
left and right values are small, and we can approximate the flux as:

f̂ = {f} −
(U

2
∆ϕ+ δUϕ+ δP

)
(15)

where U and ϕ are some consistent approximation of the local values. Comparing to equations (9,10) in
section 2, it can be seen that equation (15) closely approximates the Roe form of the artificial diffusion.
The first diffusion term is the convective upwinding, the second term is diffusion due to the interface
velocity perturbation, and the third term is due to the interface pressure flux perturbation. The interface
velocity perturbation δU is assumed to have the same form as in the Roe diffusion (10), however the
form of interface pressure flux perturbation δP can be different for each splitting. The recasting of the
convection term into central and upwinding components was shown for AUSM in the original paper from
Liou & Steffen [37], and the splitting of the pressure term was also used by Liou [33] and Edwards & Liou
[14, 35, 12]. The CUSP scheme [23] uses explicit diffusion terms with a similar form. Now we have an
explicit expression for the artificial diffusion we can substitute the specific forms of ϕ and P for each flux
splitting.

3.1.1 Liou-Steffen

For the Liou-Steffen splitting we have:

ϕ =


ρ
ρu
ρv
ρH

, P = pΠ = p


0
nx
ny
0

, δP = δpΠ (16)

where δp is the same interface pressure perturbation as the Roe diffusion (10). Substituting (16) into
(15), the approximate form of the diffusion is:

f̂ = {f} − U

2


∆ρ

∆ρu
∆ρv
∆ρH

− δU


ρ
ρu
ρv
ρH

− δp


0
nx
ny
0

 (17)

The first term, the convective upwinding, is almost exactly the same as the Roe diffusion, except that the
energy equation is upwinded on jumps in the total enthalpy, not total energy. For low Mach number flows,
the zeroth order pressure is a factor of O(M −2) larger than the kinetic energy, so to leading order the total
energy and total enthalpy differ by a factor of γ. The second term, the velocity perturbation diffusion, is
exactly that of the Roe diffusion, which is particularly important for preventing pressure instabilities in
purely convective flows. The third term, the pressure perturbation diffusion, naturally has the form δpΠ
and matches the Roe form for the momentum equations but provides no diffusion on the energy equation,
unlike the Roe form.

3.1.2 Zha-Bilgen

For the Zha-Bilgen splitting we have:

ϕ =


ρ
ρu
ρv
ρE

, P = pΠ = p


0
nx
ny
U

, δP =


0

δp nx
δp ny
δ(pU)

, (18)

leading to the approximate form:

f̂ = {f} − U

2


∆ρ

∆ρu
∆ρv
∆ρE

− δU

ρ
ρu
ρv
ρE

−


0
δp nx
δp ny
δ(pU)

 (19)

The convective upwinding term is exactly that of the Roe form, so can be expected to give good resolution
for the convective features. The velocity perturbation term matches the Roe term in the mass and
momentum equations, but uses the total energy scale in the energy equation instead of the total enthalpy.
The third term matches the Roe form except possibly in the energy equation, which depends on the
specific expression for δ(pU). If we use the expression:

δ(pU) = Uδp (20)
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then we can find a first form for the diffusion in terms of δU and δp:

f̂ = {f} − U

2


∆ρ

∆ρu
∆ρv
∆ρE

− δU

ρ
ρu
ρv
ρE

− δp


0
nx
ny
U

 (21)

where the pressure perturbation term now has the form δpΠ, and is exactly that of the Roe scheme. A
second form is found if the δ(pU) term is instead written as:

δ(pU) = pδU + Uδp (22)

Then the total diffusion on the energy equation is:

f̂
d

ρE
= U∆ρE + (ρE + p)δU + Uδp

= U∆ρE + ρHδU + Uδp
(23)

which matches that in the Roe-type scheme (9).

3.1.3 Toro-Vasquez

For the Toro-Vasquez splitting we have:

ϕ =


ρ

ρu

ρv

ρk

, P = pΠ = p


0

nx

ny
γU

γ − 1

, δP =


0

δp nx

δp ny
γδ(pU)

γ − 1

, (24)

leading to the approximate form:

f̂ = {f} − U

2


∆ρ

∆ρu

∆ρv

∆ρk

− δU

ρ

ρu

ρv

ρk

−


0

δp nx

δp ny
γδ(pU)

γ − 1

 (25)

The Toro-Vasquez diffusion has the least similarity to the Roe form. The diffusion on the continuity and
momentum equations match, but the energy equation diffusion differs in all three terms. As stated above,
the ratio of the kinetic energy to the internal energy is O(M2), so the convective upwind diffusion and
velocity perturbation diffusion on the energy equation in this form of the Toro-Vasquez splitting will be
significantly smaller than in the Liou-Steffen and Zha-Bilgen splittings. If we again use the first expression
for δ(pU), equation (20), then the first form of the diffusion in terms of δU and δp is:

f̂ = {f} − U

2


∆ρ

∆ρu

∆ρv

∆ρk

− δU

ρ

ρu

ρv

ρk

− δp


0

nx

ny
γU

γ − 1

 (26)

The third diffusion term now has the form δpΠ, and matches the Roe form, up to a factor γ
γ−1 in the

energy equation. A second form of the Toro-Vasquez diffusion can be found similarly to the second
Zha-Bilgen form by using (22). This results in the total diffusion on the energy equation having the form:

f̂
d

ρE
= U∆ρk +

(
ρk +

γp

γ − 1

)
δU +

γUδp

γ − 1

= U∆ρk + ρHδU +
γUδp

γ − 1

(27)

where the velocity perturbation now matches the Roe form, but the convective upwinding and the pres-
sure perturbation terms remain unchanged.

In this section it has been shown how convection-pressure flux-vector splittings can be approximately
reformulated to make the artificial diffusion terms explicit, allowing comparison with the findings of the

9



first paper. This reformulation requires a number of assumptions which limit the scope of its applicability.
The first two assumptions are that the convection term in (12) can be cast as U1/2ϕ, and that the interface
velocity and pressure flux can be cast as the sum of a central approximation and a diffusive term (13),
which hold true for many schemes in the literature. In this study we are interested in the asymptotic scaling
of the artificial diffusion coefficients µij , and not their specific form. This means that, for the purpose
of our analysis, the reformulation into (12,13) can be approximate and these first two assumptions are
not particularly limiting even when they do not hold exactly. The next assumptions are on the form
of the pressure diffusion term δP . Firstly, that this term has the same sparsity as the pressure flux P .
While this may seem like a logical assumption, we will see later that it does not apply to all schemes in
the literature. The second assumption is the simplification δ(pU) = Uδp (20), which allows the pressure
diffusion term of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings to be written as δP = δpΠ, as it naturally
is for the Liou-Steffen splitting and the Roe flux. However, (20) will not necessarily hold for all schemes
even if the sparsity assumption holds, in which case the second forms of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez
splittings may be more applicable. Lastly, we note that the only assumption which is specific to low Mach
number flow is that the flow is smooth, which we used in the step from (14) to (15).

The assumptions on the diffusion terms enforce only light requirements, and result in diffusion forms
which closely match that of the Roe scheme so allow better comparison to the findings of [21]. The
approximate diffusion terms of all of these forms match the Roe form on the continuity and momentum
equations, although they all differ to some extent on the energy equation. The Liou-Steffen and both of
the Zha-Bilgen forms match the Roe form of the artificial diffusion exactly in at least one of the terms
(all three in the case of the second Zha-Bilgen form (23)), and approximately match in the others. On the
other hand, the Toro-Vasquez splitting shows little resemblance to the Roe form in the energy equation,
other than in the second form (27) where the velocity perturbation term matches.

3.2 Entropy variables form

The artificial diffusion fluxes (17), (21), and (26) are now transformed to the non-dimensional entropy
variables, and the resulting modified equations are compared to (8) and the findings of the previous paper.
The Roe type diffusion (9,10) in the entropy variables is:

µu|u|


∂xxp
ρ∂xxu
ρ∂xxv
∂xxs

+ δU


γp
0
0
0

+ δp


0
1
0
0

 (28)

which is exactly the right hand side of (8) written in terms of δU and δp. The diffusion terms found from
the Liou-Steffen splitting (17) are:

µu|u|


γ∂xxp
ρ∂xxu
ρ∂xxv

∂xxs+ (γ − 1)∂xxp

+ δU


γp
0
0
0

+ δp


−M2u(γ − 1)

1
0

−M2u(γ − 1)

 (29)

As expected, the second term in (29) exactly matches that of the Roe scheme. The convective upwinding
is slightly different to the Roe form - increased by a factor of γ on the pressure, and the upwinding on
the entropy field also has a contribution from the pressure variations. Interestingly, the upwinding terms
on the entropy field are equivalent to temperature diffusion: ds + (γ − 1)dp = ρRγdT . The pressure
perturbation diffusion in the third term, which should act only on the velocity field, now also has anti-
diffusion terms on the pressure and entropy fields, although these terms are reduced by a factor of M2.

For the first form of the Zha-Bilgen splitting (21) we have:

µu|u|


∂xxp
ρ∂xxu
ρ∂xxv
∂xxs

+ δU


p
0
0

−(γ − 1)p

+ δp


0
1
0
0

 (30)

As expected, the first and third terms in (30) exactly match those in the Roe scheme. However, the δU
diffusion is a factor of γ smaller on the pressure field, and has introduced an anti-diffusion term on the
entropy field. By inspection, the second Zha-Bilgen form (23) will appear the same as the Roe form (28),
with the correct pressure diffusion δU term.
Finally, for the first form of the Toro-Vasquez splitting (26) we have:

µu|u|


0

ρ∂xxu
ρ∂xxv

∂xxs− ∂xxp

+ δU


0
0
0
−γp

+ δp


M2u

1
0

M2u

 (31)
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None of the three terms in (31) match those in (28). The upwinding and δU term provide no diffusion on
the pressure field, which only has (erroneous) diffusion from the δp term scaled by M2. The upwinding on
the entropy field has a contribution from the pressure variations, similar to the Liou-Steffen form. This
time, the upwinding on the entropy field is equivalent to density diffusion: ds − dp = −a2dρ.† The only
effect of the δU term is an anti-diffusion term on the entropy equation, similar to that in first form of
the Zha-Bilgen splitting. By inspection, the second Toro-Vasquez form will appear as (31) but with the
velocity perturbation form of the Roe scheme, which removes the pressure anti-diffusion term from the
entropy equation and restores it to the pressure equation.

Because all forms are consistent with the Roe form on the mass and momentum equations in the
conserved variables, they all have the correct diffusion on the velocity and vorticity equations in the
entropy variables. However, the diffusion on the pressure and entropy fields does not fully match the Roe
form for any of the flux-splitting forms, apart from the second Zha-Bilgen form.

3.3 Limit equations of flux-vector splittings

In this section the limiting forms of the modified equations of each diffusion scheme are found for the
convective and acoustic asymptotic regimes. The limit equations are found with the following steps:

1. Replace the right hand side of the modified equations (8) with one of the diffusion schemes (28-31).

2. Set the scaling of µ11, µ22 according to either the convective or mixed diffusion scaling in table 2.

3. Enforce the scaling of the physical quantities and their gradients according to either the convective
or acoustic regime scaling in table 1.

4. Retain only the leading order terms in each equation.

The limit equations provide less detail than full asymptotic expansions of the modified equations would,
but are significantly more compact and still give useful insight into the asymptotic behaviour of schemes at
low Mach number, as shown in [21]. The velocity equations for all three flux splittings match the Roe form
which means that with the acoustic diffusion scaling they will all be inaccurate for convective features.
For this reason only the limit equations of convective and mixed diffusion scalings will considered. To
reduce the size of the relations, all schemes are taken to have asymptotically diagonal diffusion Jacobians
i.e. µ12 ∼ µ21 ∼ o(M0), which is almost always the case for convection-pressure flux-vector splittings at
low Mach number.

3.3.1 Roe form

The limit equations for the ‘ideal’ modified equations (8) are included here for the flux-vector-splitting
schemes to be compared against. These limit equations are equivalent to those presented in section 3 of
[21], except with the specific form of the diffusion coefficients from the present equation (8). Because (8)
are the modified equations for Roe-type schemes in the entropy variables, we shall refer to them as the
Roe form of the modified equations. Their main features are described here; see [21] for more in-depth
discussion.
The limit equations for the Roe form (28) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing convective
variations from table 1 are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(2)

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂tv
(0) + u(0)∂xv

(0) = µu|u|∂xxv(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)

(32)

The limit equations for the Roe form (28) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing acoustic
variations from table 1 are:

0 = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τv
(0) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(33)

†The negative sign does not indicate anti-diffusion because ∂s
∂ρ

< 0.
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The left-hand-side of the convective limit equations match those of the single scale convective asymptotic
expansion (4) by construction. The diffusion on the velocity equation is well balanced, and the vorticity
and entropy equations appear as scalar advection-diffusion equations with upwind diffusion. Note that at
steady state the divergence does not disappear, but is equal to the pressure diffusion term. As mentioned
previously, this term damps pressure oscillations from the solution, preventing chequerboard modes. In
the acoustic limit, this term overwhelms the physical terms in the pressure equation, causing it to become
a Poisson-like relation for the acoustic pressure p(1) which quickly damps out any acoustic waves from the
solution.

The limit equations for the Roe form (28) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing convective
variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂tv
(0) + u(0)∂xv

(0) = µu|u|∂xxv(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)

(34)

The limit equations for the Roe form (28) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing acoustic varia-
tions are:

∂τp
(1) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τv
(0) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(35)

Because the only difference between the convective and mixed diffusion scalings is in the pressure diffusion
term, the limit equations for velocity, vorticity, and entropy with the mixed diffusion scaling are identical
to those with the convective diffusion scaling, with only the pressure equation differing. At the convective
limit the pressure diffusion disappears from the continuity equation. This allows for divergence-free
solutions, consistent with the incompressible limit but, as stated previously, makes the scheme susceptible
to pressure chequerboard instabilities. At the acoustic limit, the pressure diffusion no longer overwhelms
the physical terms. The left-hand-side of the pressure and velocity equations are the equations for low
Mach number acoustics. The diffusion on the velocity vanishes asymptotically, making the mixed scaling
susceptible to velocity instabilities at the acoustic limit. The leading order entropy does not vary on the
acoustic timescale, consistent with the approximation of isentropic acoustics.

Because the diffusion on the velocity and vorticity equations match the Roe scheme for all three flux-
vector splittings, these limit equations will match those of the Roe form. In the following sections, the
limit equations for the vorticity will be omitted, but the limit equations for the velocity will be retained
so that the pressure-velocity subsystem can be understood as a whole.

3.3.2 Liou-Steffen splitting

The limit equations for the Liou-Steffen form (29) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
convective variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(2)

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)

(36)

The limit equations for the Liou-Steffen form (29) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
acoustic variations are:

0 = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(37)

The limit equations for the Liou-Steffen form (29) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing con-
vective variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)
(38)
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The limit equations for the Liou-Steffen form (29) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing acoustic
variations are:

∂τp
(1) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(39)

The erroneous diffusion from the δp terms vanishes asymptotically from the pressure and entropy equations
for both the convective and mixed diffusion scalings at both the convective and acoustic limits. The
pressure diffusion in the entropy equation from the convective upwinding term also vanishes at both
limits. As a result, the limit equations for the Liou-Steffen form exactly match those of the Roe form.
This should not be surprising given the success of low Mach number schemes based on this splitting with
both convective and mixed diffusion scalings.

3.3.3 Zha-Bilgen splitting

The limit equations for the first Zha-Bilgen form (30) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
convective variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 p(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(2)

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0) −M −2(γ − 1)
p(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(2)

(40)

The limit equations for the Zha-Bilgen form (30) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
acoustic variations are:

0 = M −2 p(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = −M −2(γ − 1)

p(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

(41)

The pressure diffusion is a factor of γ smaller than for the Roe and Liou-Steffen forms, although if γ ∼ O(1)
then this should not have a significant effect, and can easily be compensated for in the definition of µ11.
Other than this difference, the pressure, velocity, and vorticity equations match the Roe and Liou-Steffen
forms, so can be expected to perform similarly. On the other hand, the entropy equation retains the
pressure anti-diffusion term in both limits, which could cause erroneous entropy generation from leading
order pressure variations.
The limit equations for the Zha-Bilgen form (30) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing convective
variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)
(42)

The limit equations for the Zha-Bilgen form (30) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing acoustic
variations are:

∂τp
(1) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = M −2 p(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(43)

With the mixed diffusion scaling the pressure anti-diffusion term in the entropy equation vanishes asymp-
totically at both limits, so the Zha-Bilgen form matches the Roe form at the convective limit, and the
only difference at the acoustic limit is the factor of γ in the pressure equation diffusion.

The limit equations for the second Zha-Bilgen form (23) will be identical to the limit equations for
the Roe form, which will remove the erroneous pressure anti-diffusion term from the entropy equation at
the convective limit.
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3.3.4 Toro-Vasquez splitting

The limit equations for the first Toro-Vasquez form (31) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
convective variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0) −M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(2)

(44)

The limit equations for the Toro-Vasquez form (31) using the convective diffusion scaling and enforcing
acoustic variations are:

∂τp
(1) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = −M −2 γp(0)

ρ(0)|v|
µ11∂xxp

(1)

(45)

The lack of pressure diffusion on the pressure equation means that, even with the convective diffusion
scaling, the divergence relation is undamped and therefore susceptible to pressure chequerboard insta-
bilities. At the acoustic limit, the absence of this pressure diffusion means that the pressure equation
does not become a Poisson-like relation for the acoustic pressure p(1) which would damp out any acoustic
waves. The erroneous δp terms in the pressure and entropy equations vanish asymptotically at both limits,
as does the pressure diffusion in the entropy equation from the convective upwinding term, leaving the
correct entropy upwinding. However, the pressure anti-diffusion term from δU remains on the entropy
equation, as for the Zha-Bilgen form.

The limit equations for the Toro-Vasquez form (31) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing
convective variations are:

∂tp
(0) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂tu
(0) + ∂xp

(2) + ρu(0)∂xu
(0) = ρ(0)µu|u|∂xxu(0) + ρ(0)|v|µ22∂xxu

(0)

∂ts
(0) + u(0)∂xs

(0) = µu|u|∂xxs(0)
(46)

The limit equations for the Toro-Vasquez form (31) using the mixed diffusion scaling and enforcing acoustic
variations are:

∂τp
(1) + γp(0)∂xu

(0) = 0

ρ(0)∂τu
(0) + ∂xp

(1) = 0

∂τs
(0) = 0

(47)

With the mixed diffusion scaling, the limit equations at the convective limit match the Roe form, however
at the acoustic limit all diffusion terms vanish asymptotically, which leaves the scheme completely un-
damped. It should be noted that the pressure diffusion in the pressure equation of the Roe form (28) with
the mixed diffusion scaling still stabilises the zeroth and first order pressures p(0,1) even if it disappears
from the limit equations at the convective limit (34). This can be seen from an asymptotic expansion of
the modified or discrete equations, even if it is not evident from the limit equations [21]. The pressure
diffusion in the pressure equation is completely absent from the first Toro-Vasquez form, which means
that even though the limit equations (46) match those of the Roe scheme, it is potentially susceptible to
instabilities which do not occur for the Roe scheme.

The limit equations for the second Toro-Vasquez form (27) are, like those for the second Zha-Bilgen
form, identical to the limit equations for the Roe form. This not only removes the erroneous pressure
anti-diffusion term from the entropy limit equations, it also restores the pressure diffusion terms to the
pressure limit equations, which will stabilise the convective diffusion scaling at the convective limit, the
mixed diffusion scaling at the acoustic limit, and will provide the proper damping on the acoustic variations
for the convective diffusion scaling at the acoustic limit.

One last point to mention is that that erroneous δp terms in pressure and entropy equations of the
Liou-Steffen and Toro-Vasquez forms (29) and (31) vanish by a factor of M2 from the limit equations,
so these terms are unlikely to have any visible effect on the results found with these schemes. On the
other hand, the erroneous δU terms in the entropy equations of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez
forms (30) and (31) only vanish by a factor of M from the limit equations for the mixed diffusion scaling
(42,43) and (46,47). For moderately low Mach number, the pressure anti-diffusion terms in the entropy
equations of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms with mixed diffusion scaling may leave small
but noticeable residues.
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In this section we have shown that transforming to the entropy variables and examining the limiting
forms of the modified equations provides additional insights into the structure of flux-vector-splittings at
low Mach number. The limit equations for the Liou-Steffen splitting exactly match those of the Roe form,
despite only matching one of three diffusion terms exactly in the conserved variables. The Zha-Bilgen
splitting matches the Roe form on the pressure, velocity, and vorticity equations, up to a factor of γ on the
pressure diffusion. However, with the convective diffusion scaling, a pressure anti-diffusion term remains
in the entropy equations, which may lead to spurious entropy generation. The Toro-Vasquez splitting
has no diffusion on the pressure equation, which may lead to instabilities for both the convective and
acoustic limits for any diffusion scaling. Like for the Zha-Bilgen splitting, the Toro-Vasquez splitting with
the convective diffusion scaling has a pressure anti-diffusion term on the entropy equation at both the
convective and acoustic limits. The second forms of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings match
the limit equations of the Roe scheme.

4 Comparison of existing schemes

In this section we compare the current analysis to previous studies and schemes, and identify the diffusion
scaling of a number of existing schemes from the literature, which are shown in table 3 along with the
diffusion scaling they use. Almost all of the studies on convection-pressure flux-vector splittings at low
Mach number have focused on the Liou-Steffen splitting, which reflects its popularity over the last 30
years, and all of these studies were carried out in the conserved variables.†

Liou & Edwards [14, 35, 36, 13] discuss the use of ideas from low Mach number flux preconditioning
for improving the performance of Liou-Steffen splitting schemes at low Mach number, showing that the
diffusion coefficients should become independent of the Mach number as the incompressible regime is
approached. This is equivalent to the convective diffusion scaling in table 2, which flux-difference splitting
schemes using flux preconditioning also approach [60, 20]. An overview of these developments, and of the
AUSM family of schemes more generally, is given by Edwards in [13, 12]. In the development of AUSM+-
up for all speeds [32] Liou goes into detail - including discrete asymptotic analysis - on the design of an
AUSM scheme for low Mach number independently from the preconditioned system (although inspired
by the earlier work mentioned), and also arrives at the convective diffusion scaling.

Dellacherie 2010 and Dellacherie et al 2016 [11, 10] analysed the requirements on Godunov schemes
to accurately resolve convective flow features at low Mach number, showing that the reduction from
µ22 ∼ O(M −1) for the acoustic diffusion scaling to µ22 ∼ O(M0) for the mixed or convective diffusion
scalings is essential. It is also shown that AUSM/AUSM+ [37, 33] are unsuitable for low Mach number
flow, having the acoustic diffusion scaling on the pressure perturbation term, whereas AUSM+-up has
the correct scaling on µ22 so is suitable for low Mach number flow as designed. By studying existing low
Mach number Roe-type schemes, Li & Gu 2013 [30] draw out a set of guidelines for the design of such
schemes. By applying these guidelines to the AUSM+-up scheme, they modified the velocity perturbation
to change the diffusion scaling from convective to mixed. More detail on how the approach used in the
current paper and [21] relates to the works of Dellacherie and Li & Gu can be found in [21].

The works of Venkateswaran and co-workers [64, 65, 44, 48] were, to the authors’ knowledge, the
earliest examples of the mixed diffusion scaling in the literature, and some of the only studies to explicitly
identify the mixed diffusion scaling as a combination of the convective and acoustic diffusion scalings
which is suitable for both limits. In one of their more recent studies, Sachdev et al. [48] show the two
instabilities that the mixed diffusion scaling is susceptible to: pressure chequerboards at the convective
limit and a velocity grid mode at the acoustic limit. They show that AUSM+-up and SLAU [54] have
the convective and mixed diffusion scalings respectively, with the expected behaviour, and go on to show
how they can both be modified into adaptive schemes i.e. approaching the convective diffusion scaling as
∆t → ∞ and approaching the mixed diffusion scaling as ∆t → 0. This adaptive behaviour is achieved
using an “unsteady Mach number” Mu = L∞/(∆ta∞). Shima 2013 [50] takes a different approach to
resolving this problem, damping out pressure instabilities by switching the diffusion scaling near pressure
“wiggles” i.e. locations where the ratio of fourth to second derivatives of the pressure field is large.

From table 3 it is clear that the Liou-Steffen splitting is the most commonly used, although the Zha-
Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings have recently gained more attention for low Mach number flow. Just
as for Roe-type schemes, the early Liou-Steffen schemes were rooted in the low Mach number precondi-
tioning to obtain the correct scaling, which results in the convective diffusion scaling. The almost total
switch to the mixed diffusion scaling also happened around the same time as for Roe-type schemes c.2008
- Postdam et al. 2007 [44], Thornber et al. 2008 [57, 58] and Li & Gu 2008 [29] for Roe schemes, and
Shima & Kitamura 2009/11 (SLAU) [53, 54] for Liou-Steffen schemes. This means that, to the authors’

†Liou 2017 [34] swapped the energy equation for the entropy equation in a number of schemes including AUSM in the
context of the overheating problem in high speed receding flow.
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Scheme Splitting
Scaling

Comments
σu ∼ O(1) σa ∼ O(1)

Zha-Bilgen 1993 [69] Zha-Bilgen Acoustic Original Zha-Bilgen transonic
scheme.

AUSM/AUSM+

1993/1996 [37, 33]
Liou-Steffen Acoustic Original Liou-Steffen transonic

scheme.

LDFSS 1998/1999/2001
[14, 36, 13]

Liou-Steffen Convective AUSM with elements of flux-
preconditioning.

AUSM+-up 2006 [32] Liou-Steffen Convective Discrete asymptotic expansion to
find scaling of diffusion coeffi-
cients.

SLAU 2009/11 [54] Liou-Steffen Mixed Numerically shows acoustic ca-
pability.

Toro-Vasquez 2012 [59] Toro-Vasquez Acoustic Original Toro-Vasquez transonic
scheme.

Li & Gu 2013 [30] Liou-Steffen Mixed Modified AUSM+-up to mixed
scheme according to their guide-
lines.

Sachdev et al. 2012 [48] Liou-Steffen Convective Mixed Adaptive schemes for AUSM+-
up and SLAU.

SLAU-WS 2013 [50] Liou-Steffen Mixed/convective Modifies the pressure diffusion
in SLAU to increase by a fac-
tor of M in the presence of pres-
sure ‘wiggles’ independently of
the timestep.

TV-MAS 2017 [56] Toro-Vasquez Mixed U1/2 only adds upwind diffusion.
P 1/2 adds Zha-Bilgen δU diffu-
sion to the density and energy
equations only, and adds Toro-
Vasquez δp diffusion to the mo-
mentum equations with mixed
scaling and to the energy equa-
tion with the acoustic scaling.

TV-MAS2 2018 [31] Toro-Vasquez Mixed Reduces δp term in energy equa-
tion of TVMAS to the mixed
scaling.

E-AUSMPWAS 2018 [45] Zha-Bilgen Mixed Uses δ(pU) = pδU , resulting in
second Zha-Bilgen form of δU
and Liou-Steffen form of δp.

AUPM 2018 [4] Zha-Bilgen Mixed Second Zha-Bilgen form.

ZB-FVS-Corr 2020 [22] Zha-Bilgen Mixed Second Zha-Bilgen form.

AUSM-M 2020 [5] Liou-Steffen Mixed Reduces µ22 diffusion through
shear layer.

TVAP 2021 [7] Toro-Vasquez Mixed U1/2 only adds upwind diffusion.
P 1/2 adds Liou-Steffen δU diffu-
sion to the density and energy
equations only, and adds Liou-
Steffen δp diffusion to momen-
tum equations.

Table 3: Diffusion scaling of a number of existing low Mach number convection-pressure flux-vector splitting
schemes. Some schemes have different scalings when the timestep is calculated using the convective CFL
(σu) and Mu ∼ O(M), or using the acoustic CFL (σa) and Mu ∼ O(1).
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knowledge, no Zha-Bilgen or Toro-Vasquez schemes using the convective diffusion scaling exist in the
literature. Of these earlier Roe-type fluxes with the mixed diffusion scaling, only Potsdam et al. had
the explicit aim of creating a scheme capable of resolving both convective and acoustic low Mach number
features, whereas aeroacoustic simulations were one of the original target applications for SLAU.

The AUSM+-up scheme is one of the most popular convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes
for low Mach number. As stated earlier the diffusion coefficients become independent of the Mach number
as M → 0, which means that it has the convective diffusion scaling. As such, it can accurately resolve
convective flow features in low Mach number flow [32, 11] and is robust against the pressure chequerboard
instabilities that can occur for collocated schemes for low Mach number or incompressible flow. On the
other hand, it damps acoustic variations very quickly [40, 41], and suffers from a spectral radius which
scales as O(M −2) instead of the O(M −1) scaling of the mixed and acoustic diffusion scalings and the
Jacobian of the physical flux vector [21]. The O(M −2) spectral radius scaling of the convective diffusion
scaling has long been known in the context of Roe-type schemes since it was first proven by Birken &
Meister 2005 [2]. This spectral radius means that the stability bound on the timestep for an explicit
scheme reduces prohibitively as ∆t ∼ O(M2), a factor of M faster than usual.

Birken & Meister noted that other schemes with the convective diffusion scaling would also suffer from
these problems, and gave the specific example of the AUSMDV scheme [66]. That these findings also apply
to AUSM+-up appears to have gone unrecognised (or at least unmentioned) in the more recent literature,
although evidence of it can be seen in a number of studies. In the original paper [32] it can be seen from
figure 22 that the convergence of the implicit scheme stalls after at least four orders of magnitude decrease
in the residual, whereas convergence to machine zero is achieved when low Mach number preconditioning is
used. This is consistent with the expectation that the spectral radius and, more importantly, the condition
number of the system is reduced from O(M −2) to O(M0) by the preconditioning. Several papers have
reported stability issues with AUSM+-up at very low Mach number when using an explicit timestepping
strategy [39, 25, 6]. The response to these issues has been to prevent the Mach number used in the
calculation of the artificial diffusion falling below some cut-off Mach number Mco > M∞. Keeping Mco

above the actual Mach number of the flow has two effects. Firstly, it reduces the µ11 pressure diffusion,
which reduces the severe scaling of the spectral radius and alleviates the stability restrictions as intended.
Secondly, it increases the µ22 velocity diffusion, which results in a more diffusive solution approaching
that found with the acoustic diffusion scaling. Li & Gu [30] mention that the AUSM+-up scheme suffers
from the cut-off Mach number problem just as the preconditioned Roe scheme does, but do not explicitly
connect this back to the spectral radius scaling and the results of Birken & Meister. More recently, Chen
et al. 2018 [6] showed empirically that the scaling of the maximum stable timestep of AUSM+-up is what
would be expected of the convective diffusion scaling,† but again do not remark on the connection to the
preconditioned Roe scheme or the results of Birken & Meister.

The remedies to the stability issues of the convective scheme which do not sacrifice accuracy are the
same as for the Roe-type schemes. The most common solution is to use low Mach number preconditioning,
which results in a O(M0) spectral radius on the convective timescale, but destroys the time accuracy of
the scheme [60]. When time accuracy is required, an implicit scheme can be used, often in conjunction
with dual-time stepping [24], which allows the use of low Mach number preconditioning while maintaining
time accuracy [63, 51, 52]. Using a scheme with the mixed diffusion scaling would also avoid this issue, but
at the price of losing the robustness against pressure chequerboard instabilities. It should be mentioned
that preconditioning does not entirely remove the need for some cut-off Mach number because, although
the condition number is reduced which improves the linear long-time convergence, the eigenvectors of the
preconditioned system become increasingly non-normal as M → 0 which impedes the non-linear short-
time convergence [9]. In this case the cut-off Mach number should be applied only to the preconditioning
matrix and µ11 to keep the correct scaling of µ22.

Turning now to the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings, the first thing to note is that none of
the schemes in table 3 use the first forms where δ(pU) = Uδp, which gives δP = δpΠ and maintains
the separation of the δp diffusion in the pressure perturbation term and the δU diffusion in the velocity
perturbation term. Chen et al. 2018 (AUPM) [4] and Iampietro et al. 2020 [22] both use the second form
of the Zha-Bilgen splitting with δ(pU) = pδU + Uδp, which gives diffusion equivalent to the Roe scheme
on all three diffusion terms - convective upwinding, and the velocity and pressure perturbations. Qu et
al. 2018 (E-AUSMPWAS) [45] use δ(pU) = pδU , which is equivalent to using the Liou-Steffen form for
both the velocity and pressure perturbation diffusion terms. According to the findings of section 3, the
differences between different forms of the δp pressure perturbation terms are much less important than

†This can be seen from table 1 and figure 5 in [6] which show linear scaling of the maximum timestep with the Mach number.
This scaling is found by holding the speed of sound constant and varying the convective velocity to control the Mach number,
so ∆t ∼ O(M ) is equivalent to ∆t ∼ O(M2) when holding the convective velocity constant and varying the speed of sound.

Incidentally, the authors also empirically found this timestep scaling for AUSM+-up, independently of [6]. Investigating if
and how it was connected to the results of Birken & Meister was one of the original motivations for [21] and the current study.
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the form of the velocity perturbation term, so the difference in behaviour between these two expressions
for δ(pU) should be small.

In the three Toro-Vasquez schemes in table 3, Sun et al. 2017 (TV-MAS) [56], Lin et al. 2018
(TV-MAS2) [31], and Chen et al. 2021 (TVAP) [7], the convection term U1/2ϕ adds only convective
upwind diffusion, and not the velocity perturbation δU diffusion. Instead, all of the δU and δp diffusion
terms are included through the pressure perturbation term δP . δU diffusion terms are added only to the
density and energy equations, with the Liou-Steffen form used in the energy equation. TVAP modifies
this slightly, with the static enthalpy (ρhδU) used instead of the total enthalpy (ρEδU). None of the TV
schemes apply δU diffusion to the momentum equations. In their review of low Mach Roe-type schemes,
Li & Gu 2013 [30] note that inconsistent application of the velocity perturbation diffusion across the
different equations reduces the effectiveness of the convective diffusion scaling at suppressing pressure
chequerboards. Whether the same is true for the Toro-Vasquez flux with the mixed diffusion scaling has
not yet been addressed.

TVAP adds a δp diffusion term only to the momentum equations, so in effect uses the Liou-Steffen
form for both the velocity and pressure perturbation diffusion terms, albeit with no δU diffusion on the
momentum equations. TV-MAS keeps the Toro-Vasquez form of the δp terms in the momentum and
energy equations, but uses the mixed scaling for the µ22 coefficient in the momentum equations and the
acoustic scaling in the energy equations. Lin et al. [31] show that having different µ22 scalings in each
equation results in the density variations scaling as ∇ρ ∼ O(M ), instead of the expected ∇ρ ∼ O(M2)
for isentropic flow, even when the pressure variations are correct at ∇p ∼ O(M2). They rectify this in
TV-MAS2, and show that two low Mach number Roe-type schemes with the mixed diffusion scaling also
require this correction [58, 15].

In this section we have discussed the diffusion scaling and form of a number of low Mach number
convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes from the literature. The Liou-Steffen splitting is the most
popular, although schemes using the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings have also appeared recently.
All of the Liou-Steffen and Zha-Bilgen schemes surveyed match one of the general forms used here. On
the other hand, the Toro-Vasquez schemes do not match exactly, applying the velocity perturbation only
to the density and energy equations, although the current analysis is presumed to still give a reasonable
indication of their low Mach number behaviour. Of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez schemes surveyed,
every one has δU diffusion equivalent to the Liou-Steffen and Roe forms on the energy equation. The
majority of schemes use the mixed diffusion scaling, especially in the more recent literature. One notable
exception to this is the AUSM+-up scheme which uses the convective diffusion scaling, so should be
treated as asymptotically equivalent to the preconditioned Roe scheme as M → 0.

5 Numerical examples

Three numerical examples are presented to demonstrate the behaviour of the different splittings with both
the convective and mixed diffusion scalings for convective and acoustic flows. Results are shown for both
the first and second forms of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms, with particular attention paid to
the predicted entropy field for each example to show the effect of the erroneous diffusion terms found in
section 3.

The same finite volume code used in [21] is used here, with the only difference being the interface
flux functions. These are constructed using (12), (13) and (10). ϕ is taken as the upwind value based on
the sign of U1/2, and the form of δP is as described for each splitting in section 3.1. The scheme is first
order in space, and uses first order Euler forward integration in time. Note that this means that 1/M
times as many timesteps are required for the convective scheme due to the increased spectral radius of
the diffusion. An ideal gas law is used for all cases, with γ = 1.4 and R = 287.058.

5.1 One dimensional examples

5.1.1 Isolated soundwave

The performance of the discrete schemes for purely acoustic flow is demonstrated using the isolated
soundwave test case from [21]. The initial profile, shown in figure 1, is a sinusoidal right travelling
isentropic soundwave with a background flow at M = 0.01 and 16 points per wavelength. Pressure
profiles after a single period are shown for each of the flux-splittings with the convective and mixed
diffusion scaling in figures 1a and 1b respectively, with the Roe scheme results shown for comparison.

With the convective diffusion scaling, all schemes except the first Toro-Vasquez form quickly damp the
acoustic variations and closely match the results with the Roe scheme, as predicted by the limit equations
(37) and (41). The first form of the Toro-Vasquez scheme does not damp the acoustic wave at all due to
the lack of pressure diffusion on the pressure equation. The results with the mixed diffusion scaling, shown
in figure 1b, also agree with the findings of section 3. The Liou-Steffen scheme and the second Zha-Bilgen
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Non-dimensional gauge pressure profiles for an isolated soundwave at M = 0.01 after a single
period using (a) convective diffusion scaling Ac (b) mixed diffusion scaling Am.

and Toro-Vasquez forms match the Roe scheme almost exactly, and the first Zha-Bilgen form has similar
resolution but slightly reduced diffusion. The first Toro-Vasquez form predicts the soundwave amplitude
growing, which is unsurprising given that the scheme asymptotically approaches a central scheme for
acoustic flow, and a first order Euler forward discretisation is used for the time derivative.

Entropic profiles of s = p/ργ predicted by the different schemes are shown in figure 2. The Roe
and Liou-Steffen schemes preserve the isentropic nature of the soundwave for both convective and mixed
diffusion scalings, as predicted by the limit equation analysis. The second Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez
forms preserve the isentropic profile to a similar degree, but have fractionally more entropy generation
just visible in figure 2b. However, the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms both generate spurious
entropy variations. For the convective diffusion scaling, this can be seen from the limit equations (41)
and (45) to be due to the erroneous pressure diffusion term in the acoustic entropy. This term is a factor
of γ/(γ − 1) larger in the Toro-Vasquez splitting and ∇2p is larger because the soundwave is undamped,
which results in a higher entropy generation for this scheme. The variations are less than 1% of the
background value, but this is after the soundwave has travelled just a single wavelength. With the mixed
diffusion scaling, these erroneous pressure diffusion terms are one order of M smaller than the leading
order terms in the entropy equations of these two schemes, so disappear from the limit equations (43) and
(47). Figure 2b shows that the entropy variations predicted with the mixed diffusion scaling are a factor
of M smaller than those predicted by the convective diffusion scaling, consistent with this scaling of the
pressure diffusion terms. The entropy profiles are essentially unchanged if the test case is rerun with the
δp terms in the interface pressure perturbation δP switched off, which further reinforces that the entropy
generation of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms is due to the form of the δU diffusion terms in
the energy equation.

5.2 Two dimensional examples

5.2.1 Circular cylinder

The next test case is inviscid flow at M = 0.01 around a circular cylinder, which will demonstrate the
performance of the different schemes for purely convective stationary flow. The setup is identical to that
in [21]. A stretched O-grid is used with the first cell height of 0.036r, where r is the cylinder radius,
and the farfield boundary is 50r from the centre of the cylinder. The farfield boundary conditions are
enforced by setting ghost cell values using upstream velocity and entropy and downstream static pressure.
At the cylinder wall, curvature corrected boundary conditions are used which reduce spurious entropy
production at the wall [8]. Convergence to steady state is accelerated using local timestepping and Weiss
& Smith’s low Mach number preconditioner [68].

The profiles of the gauge pressure, the pressure error relative to the analytical potential flow solution,
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: Non-dimensional entropy profiles for an isolated soundwave at M = 0.01 after a single period
using (a) convective diffusion scaling Ac (b) mixed diffusion scaling Am.

the entropy, and the density using the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes with the convective artificial diffusion
scaling are shown in figures 3 and 4. As for the isolated soundwave, the Liou-Steffen results are almost
indistinguishable from the Roe results. The numerical results are close to the potential solution, with
the pressure variations 3a and 4a on the correct order of magnitude. The pressure loss downstream of
the cylinder is due to the fact a first order scheme has been used, but the smooth error profiles 3b and
4b indicate that the pressure is free of chequerboard modes. There is a very small amount of entropy
generated at the wall visible in 3c and 4c - which is unavoidable with standard upwind schemes, although
is reduced by the curvature corrected boundary conditions (see [16] for a recent example of low Mach
number entropy conserving/stable schemes) - and the density profiles 3d and 4d resemble the pressure
profiles as expected.

The results for the first Zha-Bilgen splitting with the convective diffusion scaling are shown in figure
5. The pressure field 5a is essentially the same as that of the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes, although the
error plot 5b shows that the pressure loss downstream of the cylinder is marginally less due to the reduced
diffusion in the pressure equation. However, the entropy profile 5c shows large unphysical variations due
to the pressure anti-diffusion term in the entropy equation, which peak at around 30% of the freestream
values close to the wall where the pressure Poisson ∇2p is largest. The effect of this entropy generation can
be seen in the density profile 5d, where large variations can also be seen close to the wall. The results for
the second Zha-Bilgen splitting with the convective diffusion scaling are shown in figure 6. The pressure
and pressure error fields are essentially indistinguishable from the first form, but the entropy and density
fields show clear improvement. The entropy variations have been reduced to approximately the same level
as the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes, and the density profile is vastly improved.

The results for the first Toro-Vasquez form with the convective diffusion scaling are shown in figure
7. For this case, the previous schemes converged in around 25, 000− 30, 000 iterations, however the first
Toro-Vasquez form did not converge, with NaNs occuring in the solution after around 42, 000 iterations.
Results are shown here after 30, 000 iterations. Significant radial chequerboard modes can be seen in
the pressure and pressure error profiles 7a and 7b. The density and entropy profiles 7c and 7d also
have radial chequerboard modes and large errors close to the wall due to the pressure anti-diffusion in
the entropy equation. These errors grow until the solution eventually diverges and breaks down. The
major difference between the limit equations of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms with the
convective diffusion scaling is the diffusion term in the pressure equation which, by comparing figures
5 and 7, implies that this term somewhat damps the errors arising from the spurious entropy genera-
tion. The results for the second Toro-Vasquez form with the convective diffusion scaling are shown in
figure 8. As for the Zha-Bilgen scheme, the entropy and density fields show a marked improvement on the
first form, although the entropy variations are about twice that seen for the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes.

The results for the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes with the mixed diffusion scaling are shown in figures
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 3: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the Roe scheme with convective diffusion
scaling.

(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 4: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the Liou-Steffen scheme with convective
diffusion scaling.
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 5: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the first Zha-Bilgen scheme with convective
diffusion scaling.

(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 6: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the second Zha-Bilgen scheme with convective
diffusion scaling.
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 7: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the first Toro-Vasquez scheme with convective
diffusion scaling.

(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 8: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the second Toro-Vasquez scheme with convective
diffusion scaling.
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 9: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the Roe scheme with mixed diffusion scaling.

9 and 10 respectively. The pressure and density plots are very similar to the results found with the
convective diffusion scaling, and the entropy generated at the walls is even lower. Inspection of figures
9b and 10b reveals that the error profiles are no longer smooth, and a slight chequerboard exists in both
solutions, as is expected for schemes with the mixed diffusion scaling.

The results for the first Zha-Bilgen form in figure 11 with the mixed diffusion scaling also show that
the pressure field is generally accurate, but a chequerboard mode also exists in the solution which is
visible in 11b. The entropy and density variations 11c and 11d are approximately a factor of M smaller
than for the convective scaling 5c and 5d, although are still much larger than those found with the Roe
and Liou-Steffen schemes. The results for the second Zha-Bilgen form are shown in figure 12 and closely
resemble those of the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes, including the pressure chequerboard and the level of
the entropy variations.

The results for the first Toro-Vasquez form with mixed diffusion scaling in figure 13 show a vast
improvement on the results with the convective scaling in figure 7. The pressure field much more closely
matches the potential solution, although still with a chequerboard mode visible in 13b. As for the Zha-
Bilgen scheme, the entropy and density variations are much reduced compared to the convective scaling
results - especially the entropy variations - while still being larger than the Roe and Liou-Steffen solutions.
The results for the second Toro-Vasquez form with mixed diffusion scaling are shown in figure 14. As for
with the convective diffusion scaling, the results are a significant improvement on the first form, although
the entropy generation is still around twice that of the Roe and Liou-Steffen schemes.

5.2.2 Isentropic vortex

The final test case is an inviscid stationary Gresho vortex [17], which will be used to further demonstrate
the impact of the form of the entropy limit equations. The maximum velocity of the vortex um is at
a radius r and Mach number M = 0.01. The initial conditions can be found in the soundwave-vortex
interaction test case of [21], with the exception that in the present study the density profile is calculated
using dρ = dp/a2 to enforce isentropic conditions instead of using a constant value. The domain is
10r × 10r, and is periodic in both x and y. Results are shown after a quarter turn of the vortex, i.e.
t = πr

2um
.

The pressure profile on a line through the centre of the vortex predicted by each of the schemes is
shown in figure 15, where it can be seen that all of the schemes diffuse the vortex to some extent. With
the convective diffusion scaling, the Roe, Liou-Steffen, and second Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez schemes
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 10: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the Liou-Steffen scheme with mixed diffusion
scaling.

(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 11: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the first Zha-Bilgen scheme with mixed
diffusion scaling.
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 12: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the second Zha-Bilgen scheme with mixed
diffusion scaling.

(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 13: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the first Toro-Vasquez scheme with mixed
diffusion scaling.
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(a) Gauge pressure (b) Pressure error

(c) Entropy (d) Density

Figure 14: Flow around a circular cylinder at M = 0.01 using the second Toro-Vasquez scheme with mixed
diffusion scaling.

match once again, the solution from the first Zha-Bilgen scheme is slightly less diffusive, and the first Toro-
Vasquez scheme is less diffusive still, in agreement with the limit equation analysis. The limit equations
with the mixed diffusion scaling at the convective limit are the same for all four schemes, and figure 15b
shows that the predicted pressure profiles are all almost identical to each other. The solution with the
first Toro-Vasquez scheme with the mixed diffusion scaling broke down and is not shown.

The entropy profiles found with the convective and mixed diffusion scalings are shown in figures 16 and
17 respectively. The Roe, Liou-Steffen, and second Zha-Bilgen schemes generate very little entropy, and
the second Toro-Vasquez generates only a small amount more. For the Roe and the second Zha-Bilgen
and Toro-Vasquez schemes, the entropy generation is predominantly at the four corners where the flow
is the most misaligned with the grid. The Liou-Steffen splitting generates slightly more entropy than
the Roe scheme, which is the opposite of the trend seen in the circular cylinder test case. The profiles
in 16a and 17a are similar to the entropy production modes of an entropy stable Roe scheme shown in
figure 11 of [16] smeared by a quarter turn, and the entropy production after a single timestep closely
resembles the production mode. The entropy profiles found with the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez
forms and the convective scaling have much larger variations, and their shape is consistent with what
would be expected from the limit equation (40) i.e. there appears to be an entropy sink where ∇2p > 0
in the vortex core, and an entropy source where ∇2p < 0 at the edge of the vortex. The entropy profile
for the first Zha-Bilgen form with the mixed diffusion scaling is qualitatively very similar to that with
the convective diffusion scaling, except with the variations reduced by around an order of M . However,
the solution for the first Toro-Vasquez for with the mixed diffusion scaling has entirely broken down, as
can be seen from figure 17e, with only very high wavenumber oblique modes remaining. As with the
previous examples, the second forms of Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez significantly improve the solution
compared to the first forms, with the entropy field for the second Zha-Bilgen form almost the same as
with the Roe scheme. The benefits of the second form are especially clear for the Toro-Vasquez scheme
with mixed diffusion scaling, preventing the total breakdown that was seen with the first form, with the
entropy variations on the same order of magnitude as for the Roe scheme.

We have shown three numerical examples which demonstrate the behaviour of the three flux-vector-
splittings for both acoustic and convective flow. Most schemes have the expected property that the mixed
diffusion scaling is suitable for both convective and acoustic flow, whereas the convective diffusion scaling
will only properly resolve convective flow and will quickly damp out acoustic waves. However, the first
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(a) (b)

Figure 15: Non-dimensional gauge pressure profiles for a Gresho vortex at M = 0.01 after 1/4 rotation
using (a) convective diffusion scaling Ac (b) mixed diffusion scaling Am. pmin is the minimum pressure at
the centre of the vortex core at t = 0.

Toro-Vasquez form will not damp out acoustic waves even with the convective scaling. All three schemes
suffer from pressure chequerboard modes with the mixed scaling, but the convective diffusion scaling
resolves this issue for all schemes except the first Toro-Vasquez scheme. The most significant result is the
demonstration that the erroneous pressure anti-diffusion terms in the entropy variable limit equations of
the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez schemes do in fact degrade the solutions found with these schemes. On
the other hand, the Liou-Steffen results almost exactly match the results found with the Roe-type scheme
for all cases and with both the convective and mixed diffusion scaling, as predicted by the limit equations
analysis.

6 Conclusions

In this study. we have analysed the form of the artificial diffusion at low Mach number for three convection-
pressure flux-vector splittings: Liou-Steffen, Zha-Bilgen, and Toro-Vasquez. The approximate diffusion
form of the Liou-Steffen and Zha-Bilgen splittings bear a close resemblance to that of the Roe scheme,
whereas the Toro-Vasquez form does not. We identified two forms of the energy equation component of
the pressure perturbation term for the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings - the first form results in
diffusion terms with a close correspondence to the original flux-vector splitting, whereas the second results
in diffusion terms closer to the Roe and Liou-Steffen forms.

We then transformed the artificial diffusion to the entropy variables to gain more insight into the
differences between the splittings. The limit equations of the Liou-Steffen splitting and the second forms
of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings are identical to those of the Roe scheme for both convective
and acoustic flow with both the convective and mixed diffusion scalings. One the other hand, the first
forms of the Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez splittings were found to have erroneous pressure anti-diffusion
terms on the entropy equation, which remain in the limit equations with the convective diffusion scaling
at both the convective and acoustic limits. The first form of the Toro-Vasquez splitting also completely
lacks the usual pressure diffusion in the pressure equation.

Examining low Mach number convection-pressure flux-vector splitting schemes in the literature, we
see that the Liou-Steffen splitting is clearly the most popular, and that almost all modern schemes of
all splittings use the mixed diffusion scaling. All of the Liou-Steffen and Zha-Bilgen schemes reviewed
had a form matching the general form assumed in this paper. The Toro-Vasquez schemes, while mostly
matching, apply the velocity perturbation diffusion inconsistently by applying it only to the density and
energy equations and not the momentum equations. All Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez schemes reviewed
used the second form of the diffusion which more closely resembles the Roe and Liou-Steffen forms, instead
of the first forms that results in the erroneous entropy generation terms.
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(a) Roe (b) Liou-Steffen

(c) Zha-Bilgen 1 (d) Zha-Bilgen 2

(e) Toro-Vasquez 1 (f) Toro-Vasquez 2

Figure 16: Non-dimensional entropy profiles for a Gresho vortex at M = 0.01 after 1/4 rotation using the
convective diffusion scaling Ac.

29



(a) Roe (b) Liou-Steffen

(c) Zha-Bilgen 1 (d) Zha-Bilgen 2

(e) Toro-Vasquez 1 (f) Toro-Vasquez 2

Figure 17: Non-dimensional entropy profiles for a Gresho vortex at M = 0.01 after 1/4 rotation using the
mixed diffusion scaling Am.
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Three numerical examples were used to verify the findings of the analysis, showing excellent agreement
between prediction and results for all the splittings at both the convective and acoustic limits, includ-
ing the spurious entropy generation of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms and the significant
improvements when using the second forms.

The differences between the three flux-splitting schemes considered here show that the diffusion on
the energy equation is an important factor in the design of numerical schemes for low Mach number. In
particular, it is crucial to obtain the correct form of the δU diffusion term - the spurious entropy generation
of the first Zha-Bilgen and Toro-Vasquez forms is entirely due to this term, irrespective of the form of the
δp diffusion term. This is also relevant for future studies of low Mach number numerical schemes because
it is not uncommon for the barotropic Euler equations to be used for such studies, which removes the
energy equation by enforcing additional constraints on the equation of state. The barotropic equations
are simpler and allow for more in-depth mathematical analysis, but clearly care must be taken when
extending the findings of such analysis to the full Euler equations where the energy equation must also
be considered. Future extensions of convection-pressure flux-vector splittings could include alternative
methods for ensuring correct resolution of the entropy field, the effect of including δU in deciding the
upwind direction, and other forms for the δ(pU) term in the pressure perturbation.
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